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Deal Ms Stumbo: 

South Central Rural Telephone Cooperative Corporation. Inc. (“SCRTC”) recently 
ieceivecl notice that the Public Service Commission of the Commonwealtli 01’ Kentucky (the 
“Comiiiission”) opened case number 2008-00477 in iesponse to a written request by Windstream 
Communications. Iiic (“Windstream Coiiiiiiunicatioiisl’) to adopt SCRTC‘s interconnection 
agieeiiient with Sprint Communications Company. L. P (”Sprint”) The purpose of this letter is 
to iiotillt tlie Coiiiiiiissioii that SCRTC ob.jects to Windstieam Coiiimunicatioli’s request to adopt 
the SCRTC-Spi int inteiconnection agreement. 

As an initial iiiattei. the interconnection agieeiiieiit is not available f o ~ ,  adoption because. 
by its terms. its two-year teriii expired in Julie of this year m d  the agreement is only elyective 
~~tiisiiaiit to a 90-day evergreen term Accordingly. even i l  Wiiidstreatii Communicatiolis were 
able to adopt this agreement, the agieeiiieiit would be subject to nearly iiiiiiiediate termination 
aiid reliegotiation pursuant to the terms oftliat agreement. 

Pelhaps mole importantly. SCRTC believes that Windstream Coiiiiiitiiiications‘s request 
is not a “bona lick request” within the meaning of the ~~elecoiiiriiuiiications Act ol 1996 (the 
“Act“) Instead, SCRTC believes that Windstream Communications is acting iiieiely as a “stiaw 
iiiaii” lor Winclstream ICentucky East, L,LC (“Windstream 1LE.C”) in an unlawliil attempt to 
expand Windstream IL,EC‘s iiictiiiibeiit service tei,ritoiy beyond its existing boideis 
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111 tlie two welts pi,eceding Windstreaiii Coiiitiit~iiications's reqtiest for inteicoiinection, 
SCRTC and a representative o l  Windstream I L K  wei'e in discussions regarding the resolution 
of a disiiiite conceriiing the territory border between SCRTC and Windstream ILEC. 
Specifically ,the dispute concerned Windstream IL.E.C's unlawful provision ol sewice within tlie 
SCRTC service territory. SCRTC was led to believe that tlie parties were malting progress in 
amicably resolving tlie matter, 

Tlien, on or around tlie date that SCRTC expected wiitteii confirmation that Windstream 
ILEC and i t  liad resolved tlie iiiatter, SCRTC received notice that Windstream Com~iiuiiications 
- prcstiiiiably tlie C1.E.C - liad petitioned tlie Coiiiiiiissioii to approve its adoption o l  the 
SCRTC-Sprint interconnection agreement. Subseqtient to this notice, SCRTC received a letter 
from Wiiidstream 1L.E.C chai.acteriziiig the traffic as "foi,eign exchange" ("FX") traffic Talten to 
its logical conclusion, i t  is clear that Wiiidsti.eaiii believes (incorrectly) that the agieemeiit it 
seeks to adopt will iieniiit its IL,EC to unlawfully expand its 1L.E.C service tewitory while liidiiig 
behind its alleged CLEC affiliate olieralions. ( I t  is worth noting that while Windstream 
Coiiimunications is allegedly certificated as a CL,E.C, i t  apparently lias no iituiiberiiig resoilices 
or otliet, typical indicatois (for example, i t  has 110 OCN's iii I<entuclty) o i  an ability to actually 
provide tlie facilities-based competitive services necessitated by the terms of tlie SCRTC-Sprint 
ititcrcoiinectioii agreeiiieiit ) 

In light o i  these issties, and the niimber 0 1  potentially related issues, it appears that tlie 
most 111 actical solution \vould be foi tlie Commission to deny Wiiidstreaiii Comiiiunications's 
reqtiest at this time because: ( i )  the agreemeiit i s  not available for adolilioii tindei the Act; and (ii) 
i t  is not cleai, whether Windstream Communications's request constitutes a "boiia fide request" 
withii i  the meaning of  the Act. 

SCRTC is liappy to discuss this matter iurtlier wi th  the Commission, i f  the Conimission 
believes tliat would be lielpftil. Howevei., give11 tliat Wiiidstreiuii failed to discuss this matter 
with South Central prior to bringing i t  to tlie attention of the Commission, we believe tliat tlie 
most protluctive cotiise of action would be to deny Wiiidstieaiii Coiiiiiiunications's request so 
that tlie parties can atteinpt to iresolve th is  matter informally 

Thank you, ant1 il yoti Iiave any questions, please call LIS 

ETDilb 


